
 
Says Barack Obama is a socialist. 
Roger Williams on Tuesday, June 5th, 2012 in an Austin appearance with Wes Riddle, fellow 
GOP hopeful for US House. 

Roger Williams says Obama is a socialist 
U.S. House hopeful Roger Williams, the former Texas secretary of state, considers 

President Barack Obama anti-business and worse. According to a June 6, 
2012, Austin American-Statesman news article, Williams said at an appearance 
before the Republican Club of Austin: "We need business people more than ever to 
go to Washington and make these business decisions instead of these political 

decisions. We need somebody to fight for small businesses." 
 
Williams also vowed to "fight a president who's, quite frankly, a socialist," the story 
says. 

 
Is Obama, who won election as a Democrat, a socialist? 
 

This was not the first time Williams, who faces retired Army Lt. Col. Wes Riddle in a 
July runoff for the Congressional District 25 Republican nomination, has laid stake to 
the claim. His campaign website features a June 11, 2011, video of Williams 
speaking to the Rockwall County Republican Men’s Club and saying of Obama: "Quit 

trying to figure him out. Quit trying to decide if he’s smart enough for this job or 
whatever. The guy is smart. He’s a socialist, OK?" The video was made by The 
Rockwall News. 

 
By email, Williams’ campaign manager, Colby Hale, pointed to a dictionary 
definition of socialism as "any of various social systems based on shared or 
government ownership and administration of the means of production and 

distribution of good." 
 
His email offers as indications of Obama being a socialist his call while running for 
president for universal health care to be funded by employers and tax increases for 

wealthy Americans and his signing into law the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act, which is sometimes called Obamacare. 
 

Hale said that law doesn’t achieve universal coverage but, he said, it contains 
elements qualifying it as socialism including regulations and measures to 
"redistribute earnings from certain sets of people in order to give an un-earned 
benefit to others." Asked what this references, Hale singled out projected cost 

reductions, tax increases and penalties for not obtaining health coverage associated 
with the law. 
 

In January 2012, PolitiFact found the health care law a poor example of socialism 
while reviewing Gov. Rick Perry’s reference to Obama as a socialist. Why? The health 
care law relies largely on the free-enterprise system. To increase health care 



coverage for the uninsured and people in small business, the law sets up exchanges 
to encourage private health insurance companies to compete. 

 
On the day Williams spoke in Austin, the Associated Press posted a news article on 
the socialist charge about Obama quoting Greg Pason, national secretary of the 
Socialist Party USA, saying that Obama's health care overhaul "is anything but 

socialist. It's bailing out for-profit companies." 

More broadly, Billy Wharton, co-chair of the Socialist Party USA, wrote 
a commentary published in the Washington Post on March 15, 2009 suggesting that 

not only is Obama no socialist, he may "not even be a liberal. Socialists understand 
him more as a hedge-fund Democrat -- one of a generation of neoliberal politicians 
firmly committed to free-market policies," Wharton wrote. 

 
Hale’s email also singles out Obama’s plans, declared as a presidential candidate, to 
tax and penalize "energy producers and energy users in order to finance some set of 
goals, subsidies, and programs." The email labels this "cap and tax," meaning it 

refers to Obama’s promise as a candidate to forge a "cap and trade" approach to 
reducing climate-warming carbon emissions. The idea is that the government sets a 
limit (the cap) on how much carbon different companies can emit. The government 

then issues permits to companies -- typically electric utilities and manufacturers -- 
and allows them to buy and sell the permits as needed (the trade). If the policy 
works as intended, overall emissions decline, companies determine for themselves 
the best way to lower emissions, and the free market rewards those who lower 

emissions most effectively. 
 
Republicans attacked the plan as a job-killing energy tax. And in November 2010, 
Obama’s promise was rated Broken on the PolitiFact Obamater after Obama 

acknowledged its prospects of clearing Congress had diminished. 
 
Williams is hardly the first Republican to call Obama a socialist. PolitiFact ultimately 

rated Perry’s description of Obama as a socialist Pants on Fire after earlier founding 
no basis for such assessments by others, rating Pants on Fire a 2008 claim by Sarah 
Palin based on Obama's conversation with Joe the Plumber (as Samuel Joseph 
Wurzelbacher came to be known after that conversation) that Obama's tax policy 

was socialism. In 2010, PolitiFact Oregon and other PolitiFact state sites checked a 
claim by bloggers that 70 House Democrats are socialists (Pants on Fire). In 
September 2011, we found such a charge about two Texas Democrats similarly 

flammable; see that review here. 
 
Let’s recap PolitiFact’s January 2012 check on whether other Obama initiatives signal 
a socialist lean. 

 
Obama’s tax policy tracks with the progressive approach that has been the 
cornerstone of American tax policy since the federal government first collected an 
income tax in 1863, an approach embraced by Republicans and Democrats. It was 

based on the Tax Act of 1862, which President Abraham Lincoln signed, and which 
imposed a "duty of three per centum" on all income over $600, and five percent on 
income over $10,000. 

    
The idea is that the wealthy pay a larger share of their income because they are 
more able to afford it. To the extent the government then gives some of the money 
to the less-wealthy through various programs, you could say the income is being 



redistributed. But that concept has been embraced by Republicans and Democrats 
for well over a century. 

    
That's a far cry from true socialism. 
 
What of Obama’s economic stimulus, also criticized by Republicans, or his support for 

the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP)? 
    
In February 2009, Obama and the Democrats muscled through a $787 billion 
spending package to try to jump-start the economy. The program was about one-

third tax cuts and two-thirds government spending on everything from clean energy 
initiatives to electronic speed-limit signs. It's true that government payrolls were 
stabilized or grew because of the infusion, but it was nowhere near a government 

takeover of our private enterprise economy. 
    
Obama inherited the TARP, which was the Bush administration's plan for stabilizing 
the economy. It was designed to prevent financial firms from collapsing by buying 

assets and stakes in the companies. In December 2008, President George W. Bush 
authorized use of the money for loans to U.S. automakers. 
    

Obama has emphasized he was not eager for the U.S. government to be involved in 
such efforts, but he considered them necessary. "If there's one thing that has unified 
Democrats and Republicans, and everybody in between, it's that we all hated the 
bank bailout," he said in his 2010 State of the Union Address, adding that "if we had 

allowed the meltdown of the financial system, unemployment might be double what 
it is today.  More businesses would certainly have closed.  More homes would have 
surely been lost. So I supported the last administration's efforts to create the 
financial rescue program.  And when we took that program over, we made it more 

transparent and more accountable.  And as a result, the markets are now stabilized, 
and we've recovered most of the money we spent on the banks." 
    

Many Republicans opposed the TARP -- an initiative of a Republican administration -- 
as too much government intrusion into the private enterprise system. This is an area 
where one could begin to make a case that the government was taking ownership, 
but as a percentage of the full U.S. economy, it was relatively small and temporary. 

    
Experts agree that either taken alone or piled up together, Obama’s initiatives fail to 
demonstrate that he is bent on socialism. 

 
"Socialism means public ownership of the means of production. Obama does not 
believe this. Therefore he is not a socialist," conservative economist Bruce Bartlett 
told PolitiFact in an e-mail. "Although it is true that the federal government did come 

to own some private businesses as a consequence of bailout policies initiated by the 
George W. Bush administration such as TARP, the Obama administration sold many 
of them -- such as its shares in GM -- as quickly as feasible. A true socialist would 
have held on to them." 

    
Dan Mitchell, a scholar on fiscal policy at the libertarian Cato Institute, says there are 
other words for Obama's expansion of government (he thinks "fascism" is a fair 

term or perhaps statist), but that it's not accurate to call it socialism. 
    
Daniel N. Shaviro, professor of taxation at New York University Law School, said "it is 
a lie" to say Obama is a socialist. "If he is a socialist, so were Eisenhower and Bush 



Sr." 
 

Our ruling 
    
Republicans and Democrats frequently diverge over tax policy, economics and the 
role of government. Certain Obama policies may have expanded government. Some 

perceive the health care law as government asserting more control over health care. 
But we don't see how that's fodder for Obama being a socialist. 

Indeed, not only is there no case for Obama being a socialist, it's a preposterous 

sally. We're snatching the matches -- Pants on Fire! 

 


